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2, WORLD POWER STATUS OR WORLD DOMINION? 
A Survey of the Literature on Hitler's ‘ Plan of World Dominion’ ( 1937-1970) 


As long ago as 1937 Hitler’s biographer, Konrad Heiden, charged the German 


dictator with a policy of limitless expansion which was bound to end in disaster : 


It is the tragedy (Verhangnis) of the German dictatorship that it has turned the German liberation 
movement into a movement for German world dominion; in so doing, it has saddled Germany with 
a task for which it is in no way qualified, which is beyond its power and which will ruin it. . . for 
decades, if not for centuries. 


To substantiate his charge, he quotes liberally from Hitler’s ‘ plan of world dominion ’ 
as set forth in the last three chapters of Mein Kampf: in these chapters, he claims, 
* Hitler has told us without concealment what he wants ’.? 

Having made this claim, however, Heiden at once proceeds to qualify it; Hitler’s 
book, he warns, is only very partly an authentic revelation of National Socialist aims: 


It contains pieces of oratory that carry the reader away, and others that no rational study can 
fathom . . . Hundreds of pages are devoted to political and diplomatic problems of the day and the 
hour, problems about which the author may have thought thus while he was actually writing, but 
certainly not at any other time. They are simply written proofs of his sinuous power of adaptability 
to a situation — not even always to the general political situation of the years 1924 to 1926, but often 
merely to the domestic, propagandist, party-polemical, rhetorical situation of the moment; perhaps 
only to some temporary dispute between different cliques in his own party . .. Many passages which 
sound particularly weighty and sonorous are nothing more than Hitler’s attempt to adapt himself to 
the pose of the statesmanlike thinker, e.g. the much quoted but incomprehensible ‘ political 
testament of the German nation’ 3 ...On the other hand, there is in the book one fundamental 
idea which must be taken seriously. Hitler . . . experienced it and absorbed it into his being as an 
uneliminable substance: that is his belief in the rule of the ‘ better ’, i.e. of his own race.4 


Belief in the rule of the ‘ better ’ race is certainly basic to Hitler’s thought, and all 
the rest flows from it — including, and most particularly, the explicit claim to world 
dominion made in the last sentence but one of Mein Kampf. But can this belief be 
dignified by the name of Weltanschauung? Is it not rather the defence mechanism of 
a déclassé individual who is proud of his German blood because he has nothing else 
to be proud about? It was as the inmate of a Viennese doss-house that Hitler learnt 
to cling to the fiction of racial superiority, first in order to salvage his self-respect and 
next in order to rationalize his lust for power.* Hence National Socialism, according 


1K. Heiden, Adolf Hitler. Eine Biographie Il: Ein Mann gegen Europa, Zurich, 1937, p. 2383 
cf. the revised English edition, One Man against Europe, Harmondsworth, 1939. 

2 One Man against Europe, p. 70. 

3 A. Hitler, Mein Kampf (378th ed., Miinchen, 1938), p. 754: ‘ Never suffer the rise of two 
continental Powers in Europe ’ (Hitler’s italics). 

4 One Man against Europe, pp. 70-2. 

5 Mein Kampf, p. 782: ‘ A State which in this age of race-poisoning dedicates itself to the care 
of its best racial elements must some day become lord of the earth.’ 

6 The political ideas which Hitler picked up in Vienna were the stock-in-trade of the Pan-German 
Press. His originality was to appear in his grasp of how to create a mass movement (cf. A. Bullock, 
Hitler. A Study in Tyranny, revised ed., Harmondsworth, 1962, p. 44). 
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to Heiden, is not an ideology, and Hitler is only ‘ the perfect representative of a move- 
ment which has no real belief except in the practice of ruling, and no principle except 
to have an answer for every situation ’. All that matters to him is success, ‘ to which 
he flies like iron filings to the magnet ’.” The rest is a question of tactics. 

In 1937 Heiden warned his readers that Hitler was aiming not only at territorial 
expansion but at the dissolution of traditional society and the world-wide domination 
of an ‘ Aryan’ elite.* In the following year the warning was repeated by a man who 
claimed to have enjoyed Hitler’s confidence: Hermann Rauschning, a former presi- 
dent of the Danzig Senate (1933-4) and a member of the National Socialist Party from 
1931 to 1935. Rauschning agreed with Heiden that the essence of National Socialism 
was an ‘irrational urge’ to expand and dominate; but he went much further in 
emphasizing the negative and destructive character of the movement, defining it as a 
‘ revolution of nihilism ’, not to be confused with mere nationalism and imperialism.° 
The liquidation of France and the conquest of Lebensraum in Russia were only the 
short-term objectives of the Third Reich; its long-term objective was the total annihila- 
tion of Western civilization and its replacement by the rule of a gutter elite. It was un- 
realistic to expect, therefore, that Hitler would defend Europe against Bolshevism; 
it was equally unrealistic to assume that he could be won over by a policy of 
appeasement. National Socialism meant above all dynamism for its own sake, 
perpetual motion and unending revolution. It could not be stopped unless stopped 
permanently.?° | 

Hitler, Rauschning warned, was an anti-Christ rather than an ‘ anti-Bolshevik ’. If 
it suited him, he would not scruple to ally himself with Bolshevism against the 
Western democracies, his explicit statements to the contrary in Mein Kampf and in 
his public speeches notwithstanding."? In the long run, of course, Hitler’s Germany 
could no more co-exist with the Soviet Union than with any other Power; but that was 
due to its inherent inability to restrain its expansionist urge, not to any doctrinal 
opposition to the Bolshevik regime.’? 

Rauschning’s first book, though obviously based on a considerable amount of inside 
information, contained no explicit revelations. Such revelations, as he subsequently 
explained, would have been ineffective in 1938; they would merely have earned him a 
reputation for malicious invention and defamation. By the end of 1939, however, his 
prediction about the Hitler-Stalin pact had come true and the Second World War had 
broken out. The time was therefore ripe for a more outspoken publication: an 
account of the Hitler-Rauschning conversations which had taken place in the circle of 
Hitler’s intimates between 1932 and 1934 and in which the ‘ Fuhrer ’ had given free 
expression to his real aims, as distinct from those enunciated in Mein Kampf.’* 

Hitler’s book, Rauschning claimed, threw no light on these aims which were part 
of a Geheimlehre, an esoteric doctrine, known only to a very smal] elite. He then 
proceeded to quote examples of Hitler’s private utterances on foreign policy, some 


7 One Man against Europe, p. 276. 

8 Ein Mann gegen Europa, p. 239. 

9 H. Rauschning, Die Revolution des Nihilismus (5th ed., Ziirich-New York, 1939). 
10 Op. cit. passim, especially pp. 19—90. 

11 [bid. pp. 428-9, 435. 

12 Tbid. pp. 157, 332, 428-35. 

13 H. Rauschning, Gespriche mit Hitler (2nd ed., New York, 1940). 

14 Op. cit. p. 5. 
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of them remarkably concrete and detailed. Germany, the dictator had told him in 
1934, would either dominate the whole of Europe or fall apart as a nation; hence he 
could not be limited, either in the east or in the west. He would reorganize Europe 
under German leadership. In the centre he would place ‘ the steely core of a Greater 
Germany welded into an indissoluble unity. Then Austria, Bohemia and Moravia, 
western Poland. A bloc of one hundred million, indestructible, without a flaw and 
without an alien element ’ — the firm foundation of German rule. An Eastern alliance 
would follow, comprising Poland, the Baltic states, Hungary, the Balkan states, the 
Ukraine, the Volga basin and Georgia. There would be a Western Union of Holland, 
Flanders and Northern France, and a Northern Union of Denmark, Sweden and 
Norway. These ‘ allies ’, however, would not be equal partners; they would be vassals, 
with no armies of their own, no separate policy and no separate economy.*® 

On other occasions, Rauschning maintained, Hitler had gone even further. As early 
as the summer of 1933 he had proclaimed his intention of ‘ creating a new Germany ’ 
in Brazil and of reaching out to the Pacific: ‘ Above all, he was interested in the 
former great German island empire, embracing the Dutch possessions and the whole 
of New Guinea ’. He also anticipated a Central African Dominion of Germany as well 
as a vollige Revolutionierung, a complete revolutionary transformation of the U.S.A. : 
‘With the breakdown of the British Empire, Hitler believed he could also break 
Anglo-Saxon influence in North America and substitute for it the German language 
and culture as a preliminary step towards incorporating the United States into the 
German World Empire ’.1® A year later, Hitler, addressing representatives of the 
Auslandsdeutsche (Germans abroad) in Rauschning’s presence, allegedly said: 


Germany will spread its might far beyond its borders in the east as well as in the south-east. You, 
too, gentlemen, will have the same duties overseas . . . We do not seek equality, but mastery... It 
is your mission to win this leading role in the world for Germany. If you succeed, then you too will 
be called to leadership, unhampered by agreements and legal red tape. It will be your task to lead 
these conquered countries in the name of the German people... What has been our bane — the 
splitting, the century-long impotence of the German Reich, leaving millions of the best Germans to 
emigrate and become the cultural fertilizer for other peoples — this is now our pride. Just as the 
Jews became the all-embracing world power they are today only in their dispersion, so shall we 
today, as the true chosen people of God, become in our dispersal the omnipresent power, the 
Herrenvolk (masters) of the earth.17 


After the Rohm purge of 30 June 1934, Hitler told Rauschning that Mexico was 
‘German virgin soil ’, a rich country which it was the mission of the German people 
to conquer and develop.*® 

Hitler’s impatience towards European problems, Rauschning claimed, could only 
be understood if seen against the background of his greater plans, for which his 
European policy was to provide the power basis. Even so, he was determined to pro- 


15 Ibid. p. 118. 

16 Ibid. p. 64. 

17 Ibid. pp. 138-9. In the light of the evidence now available it seems unlikely that Hitler revealed 
his plans to a group of staid conservatives in this manner as early as 1934. It should be borne in mind 
that Rauschning wrote under the impact of subsequent events and experiences (fifth-column 
activities of Austrian Nazi Party and Sudetan German Party in 1938) which he may well have 
projected into the past (H.-A. Jacobsen, Nationalsozialistische Aussenpolittk 1933-1938, Frankfurt 
M./Berlin, 1968, p. 606). 


18 Ibid. pp. 64-5. 
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ceed with caution. First he would rearm, everything else would follow ‘in due 
course’. He would advance ‘ step by step’, never taking two steps at once.’® Nor 
would he rely on brute force alone; psychological warfare, not frontal attack, would 
be his main weapon. Every state, two of Hitler’s intimates informed Rauschning, 
‘could by suitable methods be so split from within that little strength would be 
required to break it down. Everywhere there were groups that desired independence, 
whether national or economic, or merely political... Ultimately it was all a question 
of money and organization.’ Public opinion in the democracies would be Germany’s 
greatest help.”° 

For all his caution, Hitler felt that he must accomplish tremendous things in the 
short time at his disposal. He would have to wage and win a war of liberation. He 
would have to lay firm foundations on which lesser men could build after him.”* As 
for the ultimate aim of his ‘ revolutionary will’, he declared that motion and ex- 
pansion were ends in themselves. There would be no millennium, no final stage and 
no permanency, ‘ only everlasting change ’.?? Despite this lack of a fixed aim, how- 
ever, Hitler hinted at certain plans for a final ‘ reordering ’ of the world: 
With the concept of race, National Socialism will carry its revolution abroad and recast the world... 
And I shall bring into operation throughout Europe and the whole world this process of selection 
which we have carried out through National Socialism in Germany. The process of dissolution and 
reordering will run its course in every nation, no matter how old and firmly knit its social structure 


may be. The active section in each nation, the militant, Nordic section, will rise again and become 
the ruling element . . .28 


The world-wide domination of these Nordic Herrenmenschen is evidently Hitler’s 
equivalent of the millennium, his aversion to eschatological concepts notwithstanding. 
In two other (undated) statements recorded by Rauschning, the quasi-messianic 
character of Hitler’s aspirations is even more strikingly revealed: ‘ Man is God in the 
making... Those who see in National Socialism nothing more than a political move- 
ment know very little about it. It is more even than a religion: it is the will to create 
mankind anew.’ As for Hitler’s own role in this process of creation, 

Providence has ordained that I should be the greatest liberator of humanity. I am freeing men from 
the restraints of an intellect that has become an end in itself; from the dirty and degrading self- 
mortification of a chimera called conscience and morality, and from the demands of a freedom and 
personal independence which only very few can bear. To the Christian doctrine of the infinite 
significance of the individual human soul and of personal responsibility, I oppose... the saving 
doctrine of the nothingness and insignificance of the individual, and of his continued existence in 
the visible immortality of the nation. The dogma of vicarious suffering and death through a divine 
saviour gives way to that of the vicarious living and acting of the new Fihrergesetzgeber (leader- 
legislator), which liberates the mass of the faithful from the burden of free will.?4 


Two other subjects raised in the Hitler-Rauschning talks are of special significance 
in our context. In the above-mentioned conversation on foreign policy, Hitler stressed 
the ‘obligation’ to depopulate the conquered territories in the east, by which he 
meant the removal of entire racial units. Nature, he argued, was cruel, hence he had 


19 Ibid. p. 33. 

20 Ibid. pp. 71-3. 
21 Ibid. p. 190. 

22 Ibid. p. 175. 

23 Ibid. pp. 219-20. 
24 Ibid. p. 212. 
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the right to be cruel as well. By ‘remove’, however, he did not necessarily mean 
destroy; he would simply take systematic measures to dam the great natural fertility 
of the Slavs.?° 

On the same occasion Hitler made it clear that failure to realize his fantastic 
schemes would mean not simply defeat but complete and utter destruction. A Russo- 
Franco-British alliance against Germany, he admitted, would be the end; however, if 
he could not conquer, he would at least drag half the world into destruction with him 
and leave no one to triumph over Germany.?® One and a half years earlier, in August 
1932, Hitler had expressed himself in even more drastic terms. A Germany led by him, 
he had exclaimed, would never capitulate, no matter what happened. It might perhaps 
be destroyed, but if it were, he would drag a world with him — ‘a world in flames.’ 
Having said which, he hummed a characteristic motif from the Gétterdimmerung.?" 
It was with such utterances in mind that Rauschning, at the end of 1939, denounced 
Hitler and his movement as ‘ the apocalyptic riders of world annihilation ’, and as an 
eruption of ‘ the beast from the abyss ’. National Socialism, he added, was ‘ the Saint 
Vitus’s dance of the twentieth century ’; if Hitler won the war, it would mean the end 
of everything that made life worth living.?® 

Rauschning was right in assuming that the time was ripe for his second book; it 
reached the Western public at a moment when millions of people were not only 
shocked at Hitler’s brutalities but profoundly alarmed at his aggressive ambitions. As 
early as 1938 the subversive activities of German organizations in Latin America had 
aroused widespread apprehension in the United States.?® Then, in March 1939, the 
world had been shaken by the occupation of Czechoslovakia; all the small states of 
Europe had been seized by a kind of paralytic alarm, and the British Prime Minister 
had publicly raised the question whether the Prague coup was not the beginning of 
‘an attempt to dominate the world by force ’.*° The events of 1940 seemed to provide 
striking confirmation of the picture Rauschning had drawn of Hitler as a cunning 
and ruthless would-be conqueror of the world. The invasion of Denmark and Norway 
was accompanied by spectacular fifth-column activities, and so was the Blitzkrieg 
against the Low Countries and France. At the time these activities caused a veritable 
panic; it seemed to vast numbers of people on both sides of the Atlantic that they were 
part of a gigantic plot against the rest of mankind. By June 1940 two out of every 
three Americans were convinced that Hitler was planning to conquer at least part of 
the New World, if not the whole of it.*? Hitler’s subsequent acts of aggression — the 
attacks on Yugoslavia, Greece and Russia — were hardly calculated to allay these fears; 
finally, on 27 October 1941, President Roosevelt announced to his fellow-countrymen 


25 Ibid. pp. 127-30. 

26 Ibid. pp. 114-15. 

27 Ibid. p. 11. 

28 Ibid. pp. 6—7, 239. 

29 See New York Times of 16 Nov. 1938, p. 1, col. 6. 

30 Chamberlain in Birmingham on 17 Mar. 1939 (cf. F. S. Northedge, The Troubled Giant. 
Britain among the Great Powers 1916-1939, London, 1966, p. 568). On 20 Mar. 1939, Chamberlain 
told his Cabinet that ‘ if Germany showed signs that she intended to proceed with her march for world 
domination, we must take steps to stop her by attacking her on two fronts ’ (Public Record Office, 
Cab. 23/98, p. 76). Quotations of Crown copyright material appear by permission of H.M. Stationery 
Office. 

31 See Life of 1 July 1940. 
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the existence of secret National Socialist plans (of which he claimed to be in possession) 
for the creation of five vassal states in South and Central America and for the establish- 
ment of a new pagan world order in which the cross of Christ would be replaced by 
the sword and the swastika.*? After the fall of the Third Reich the revelations about 
Hitler’s extermination camps and countless other horrors provided the final proof, if 
proof were still needed, that the National Socialist revolution had indeed been a 
Revolution des Nihilismus and that Rauschning’s analysis of the menace had actually 
erred on the side of understatement. But did it necessarily follow that Rauschning’s 
account of Hitler’s confidences was a strictly authentic record, ‘ practically a verbatim 
report ’, as claimed in the foreword of his book? And if so, were these confidences 
evidence of a precise and detailed plan of world dominion? 

In the very year of Hitler’s downfall these questions were raised at the Nuremberg 
Trials, where the surviving political and military leaders of the Third Reich were 
charged with a ‘ conspiracy ’ against peace.** But although the accusers had masses of 
captured German records at their disposal (a unique collection of data on every aspect 
of National Socialist policy), they proved quite unable to throw any light on the 
alleged German plans of aggression against countries outside Europe. The American 
prosecutor, in particular, signally failed to produce evidence in support of Roosevelt’s 
above-mentioned ‘ revelations ’ about German plans for an invasion of Latin America. 
In their final verdict, the judges at Nuremberg admitted their inability to decide 
‘whether a single master conspiracy between the defendants had been established by 
the evidence ’. It was apparent from the documents that plans to wage war had been 
made as early as 5 November 1937, ‘and probably before that’. Thereafter, such 
preparations had ‘continued in many directions, and against the peace of many 
countries ’. Hitler’s general aims had been ‘ apparent from the start ’: first, the union 
of all German-speaking groups in one Reich, and secondly, the conquest of the Euro- 
pean continent under the slogan Lebensraum. As for Hitler’s self-revelations in Mein 
Kampf, they should be regarded neither ‘as a mere literary exercise, nor as an in- 
flexible policy or plan incapable of modification’. The execution of Hitler’s ex- 
pansionist policy ‘ seemed to be characterized by improvisation. Each succeeding step 
was apparently carried out as each new situation arose, but consistent with the ulti- 
mate objectives mentioned above ’.*4 In other words, there was no evidence of any 
precise plan for the conquest of Europe, let alone of a detailed plan for ‘ world 
conquest ’. | 

As for German intentions towards North America, the judges expressed the opinion 
‘that Hitler and his colleagues originally did not consider that a war with the United 
States would be beneficial to their interests’. It was apparent, however, that in the 


32 Documents on American Foreign Relations IV, Boston, 1942, p. 28: ‘ Hitler has often pro- 
tested that his plans for conquest do not extend across the Atlantic Ocean. His submarines and 
raiders prove otherwise... For example, I have in my possession a recent map made in Germany 
by Hitler’s Government — by the planners of the new world order. It is a map of South America and 
a part of Central America as Hitler proposes to reorganize it. Today in this area there are fourteen 
separate countries. The geographical experts of Berlin, however, have ruthlessly obliterated all 
existing boundary lines and have divided South America into five vassal states ...In the place of 
the Bible, the words of Mein Kampf will be imposed and enforced as Holy Writ.’ 

33 Trial of the Major War Criminals before the International Military Tribunal L, Nuremberg, 
1947 (hereafter cited as IMT). 

34 Op. cit. pp. 225-6. 
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course of 1941 that view had been revised, and Japan had been encouraged ‘ to adopt 
a policy which would almost certainly bring the United States into the war ’. Prior to 
1941 the possibility of a direct attack on the U.S.A. had only been considered and dis- 
cussed ‘as a matter for the future ’.5° This latter contention was based on a single 
piece of evidence, a passage in a memorandum of 29 October 1940 by Major von 
Falkenstein, liaison officer of the Luftwaffe with the operational staff of the German 
High Command, which ran as follows: ‘ The Fiihrer is concerned with the question 
of a possible occupation of the Atlantic islands, with a view to prosecuting the war 
against America at a later stage.’ *° 

The verdict of the International Military Tribunal made no mention of Hitler’s 
‘German’ Brazil, his ‘German’ Mexico, his ‘ Central African Dominion’ or his 
‘island empire’ in the Pacific, no evidence having been submitted in support of 
Rauschning’s allegations on these points. 

Thus, while exposing in terrifying detail the dark forces of destruction which Hitler 
had unleashed between 1933 and 1945 (and thereby confirming the accuracy of Rausch- 
ning’s analysis, if not of his ‘ revelations ’), the Nuremberg Trial failed to come to 
grips with the problem of Hitler’s ultimate objectives. This failure was to affect post- 
war research on the ‘ Nazi era’ in a variety of ways. First and foremost, it compelled 
scholars to re-examine their basic assumptions about the personality of Hitler, the 
character of his movement and the motive forces of his foreign policy in the light of 
the ample documentation available. Secondly, it prompted some of them (though not 
many) to re-read Hitler’s self-revelations - Mein Kampf as well as the conversations 
with Rauschning — and to reopen the controversy about their authenticity. Finally, it 
induced certain ‘ revisionist’ historians in America to reopen the question of war 
guilt. Writers like John T. Flynn and William Henry Chamberlin used the verdict 
of the International Tribunal as a stick with which to beat their late President. Roose- 
velt’s pronouncements on the German menace, they insisted, had been deliberate 
propaganda lies. There had been no German or Japanese plans for a military attack on 
the American continent, not even on paper; nor was there any truth in the allegations 
about subversive or ‘ un-American ’ activities on the part of Hitler’s sympathizers in 
the United States. The German ‘ Fifth Column’ in America was a figment of the 
imagination. Hitler had been Europe’s bulwark against Bolshevism; his downfall, 
therefore, was a victory for Bolshevik Russia and a defeat for the Western democracies, 
with particular reference to the United States. Ignoring the well-known facts about 
Hitler’s brutal aggressions, the ‘ revisionists’ attempted to place the sole blame for 
the German-American conflict and its disastrous results on their own country and 
their own Government.?” 


35 Tbid. p. 215. 

36 Nuremberg Document PS-376 (IMT XXV, p. 393). | 

37 J. T. Flynn, The Truth about Pearl Harbour, Glasgow, 1945; id., The Roosevelt Myth, New 
York, 1948; W. H. Chamberlin, America’s Second Crusade, Chicago, 1950; Ch. C. Tansill, Back 
Door to War, Chicago, 1952. See also E. C. Murdock, ‘ Zum Eintritt der Vereinigten Staaten in 
den Zweiten Weltkrieg ’, Vierteljahrshefte fir Zeitgeschichte 4, Jan. 1956, pp. 93-114. 

In the 1960s fresh attempts to reduce Hitler’s responsibility for the Second World War were made 
by David L. Hoggan (Der erzwungene Krieg. Die Ursachen und Urheber des 2. Weltkrieges, 
Tubingen, 1961), followed by various German right-wing extremists (e.g. U. Walendy, Wahrheit 
fiir Deutschland, Viotho, 1964) and by A. J. P. Taylor (The Origins of the Second World War, 
London, 1961, 6th ed., 1965). Both Hoggan and Taylor completely ignore the internal structure of 
the Third Reich and its implications for Hitler’s expansionist policy. For a detailed criticism of their 
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Strange as it may seem, the American ‘ revisionists ’ received some indirect support 
from European scholars who shared neither their sympathy for Hitler nor their 
hostility to Roosevelt. One of these was Dr Louis de Jong, the executive director of 
the Netherlands State Institute for War Documentation, who, in 1953, published a 
well-documented study on German Fifth Column activities in the Second World 
War.*® Although de Jong had no doubt about Hitler’s war guilt and the criminality 
of his system, he agreed with the ‘ revisionists ’ that the importance of the German 
Fifth Column had been fantastically exaggerated. Only in Austria and the Sudeten 
area had Hitler been able to manipulate mass movements in the service of his ex- 
pansionist policy. In all other cases subversive activities had been far less extensive 
and important than was believed outside Germany at the time. The vast majority of 
the Auslandsdeutsche had constituted no threat to their countries of adoption: in the 
South Tyrol they had remained passive on Hitler’s orders, in the Soviet Union they 
had been out of Hitler’s reach, in the Baltic countries they had been evacuated for the 
sake of friendship with Stalin. In Latin America Hitler had had no motive for using 
the German minorities as a Trojan horse, never having entertained any concrete plans 
for an invasion of that part of the world. Moreover, contrary to a widespread assump- 
tion, comparatively few Germans in South American countries (whether Reichs- 
deutsche or Volksdeutsche) had joined the local National Socialist organizations.** 
Nor had there ever been an active Fifth Column of any consequence in the U.S.A.; the 
German-Americans, whatever their emotional ties with the old country, had been 
overwhelmingly loyal to the American Union. Out of four or five million Americans 
‘ cognizant of their German origin ’ only a few thousand had supported the German- 
American Bund whose noisy (and highly ineffectual) activities had been a permanent 
source of embarrassment both to the German Embassy in Washington and to the 


leaders of the Third Reich.*° 


The tendency to attack imaginary Fifth Columns, de Jong insisted, had been due to 
the psychological need to discover tangible (and vulnerable) enemies at a moment 
when people felt helpless in face of Hitler’s Blitzkrieg : 


The inner tension aroused by the violent yet vague feeling of fear, by the aggressiveness that has. 
no immediate target, and by the feelings of helplessness and uncertainty, would be able to find an 
outlet as soon as an individual could be discovered in one’s own midst who might be stamped as 
‘hostile’. Then fear would lose its mysterious and vague character; the undefined aggressiveness 
would find an object, and helplessness and uncertainty would be extinguished in a direct task: an 
attack upon the enemy within cne’s own ranks. In carrying out such an assault one would be 
‘ doing something ’, ‘ helping to win the war’. The strong inclination to find an outlet, to release 
the inner tension by accepting the idea out of hand that there are enemies in one’s own midst is 


views, see G. Jasper, ‘ Ueber die Ursachen des Zweiten Weltkrieges ’, Vierteljahrshefte fiir Zett- 
geschichte 10, July 1962, pp. 311-40; W. Hofer, Die Entfesselung des Zweiten Weltkrieges. Eine 
Studie tiber die initernationalen Beziehungen im Sommer 1939, Frankfurt/M., 1964; and A. 
Bullock, ‘ Hitler and the Origins of the Second World War’, Proceedings of the British Academy 
LI, London, 1967, pp. 259-87. 

88 Here we quote the revised and enlarged English edition (L. de Jong, The German Fifth 
Column in the Second World War, London, 1956). 

39 Op. cit. pp. 221~7, 294. 

40 Ibid. pp. 213-21. Cf. J. Remak, ‘ Friends of the New Germany. The Bund and German- 
American Relations’, The Journal of Modern History XXIX, Mar. 1957, pp. 38-41; H.-A. 
Jacobsen, op. cit. pp. 528-49. 
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present in very many people in such a situation. It need be but a few who first ‘ name’ the 
‘enemy’... .4} 


Needless to say, the obsession with imaginary fifth columns would not have been 
possible but for the existence of actual fifth columns, however limited their effective- 
ness. There was no denying the fact that Volksdeutsche in Poland had shot at Polish 
troops, that Volksdeutsche in Yugoslavia had been guilty of treason and sabotage, that 
the invasion of Denmark had been facilitated by local National Socialists, that certain 
German-Americans had publicly demonstrated their loyalty and devotion to Hitler, 
and that saboteurs had actually landed in America. Nor could Hitler’s collaboration 
with foreign quislings and American isolationists be dismissed as a figment of the 
imagination, even if its practical effects had been grossly overestimated during the 
war.*? De Jong was therefore unable to agree with the American ‘ revisionists ’ that 
Roosevelt had been in any way insincere in warning his compatriots of the ‘ Nazi 
threat ’ to their security. If he had exaggerated the extent of German subversive acti- 
vities, it merely showed that, like most people in the West, he had been a victim of the 
‘fifth column panic’ engendered by Hitler’s run of victory in Europe.** 

But had Roosevelt been right in assuming that Hitler’s ultimate aim was the sub- 
jugation of America? Dr de Jong obviously thought that he had; but the subject was 
outside the scope of his study.** It was, however, raised (if not answered) in the same 
year by a British scholar, Mr Hugh R. Trevor-Roper, who attempted — in a thought- 
provoking essay on ‘ The mind of Adolf Hitler ’ — to throw light on the ‘ philosophy ’ 
underlying the dictator’s millennial ambitions.*® Hitler’s mind, Trevor-Roper argued, 
had been fatally undervalued by historians, partly because of its ‘ repellent character ’ 
— it was ‘coarse’, ‘turbid’, ‘ narrow’, and ‘cruel’ — and partly because they had 
unwisely relied on the evidence of Germans who, having loyally served Hitler until 
his downfall, now found it expedient to represent themselves as the innocent dupes of 
a ‘ superhuman dissembler ’. But could a mere dissembler, a mere adventurer lusting 
for personal power, have succeeded in nearly conquering the whole world? To ask 
the question was to answer it. No man could possibly accomplish what Hitler did 
without being endowed with extraordinary mental power. Hence, Trevor-Roper 
insisted, it was the historian’s duty to ‘ discover ’ Hitler’s mind in order to explain his 
achievement; and the key to that mind was to be found in his personal utterances: not 
indeed in his letters and speeches (which, though valuable, were too public for such 
purposes) but in his table talk. Twice Hitler had given posterity a piece of his mind 
in this manner: the first time in 1932—4, in the crucial days of the seizure of power, 
when he revealed his innermost thoughts to Rauschning; the second time in 1941-2, 
in the days of his great military triumphs, when he did the same at his military head- 
quarters. But whereas the first self-revelation was the accidental result of Rauschning’s 
desertion, the second was deliberate and planned — an approved, official record insti- 


41 L. de Jong, op. cit. pp. 255-6. 

42 Ibid. p. 266. 

43 Ibid. pp. 105-20. Dr de Jong admits that he, too, was a victim of the ‘ fifth column panic ’ 
in 1940—1 (p. Vill). | 

44 Ibid. p. 221: ‘ As far as is known, no evidence has appeared... that a German minority 
prepared themselves for a coup ...in any of the South or Central American states. It is probable 
that Hitler, if he had been able to subdue the Soviet Union and Britain, would have stimulated such 
attempts ’ (our italics). 
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tuted by Hitler’s secretary.*® Did that official record confirm the authenticity of 
Rauschning’s account? Trevor-Roper had no doubt that it did. No one, he claimed, 
could read Hitler’s Table Talk without realizing that the thoughts there expressed 
were indeed those of Rauschning’s ‘ beast from the abyss ’. Rauschning thus had the 
historic merit of being first to open a window into the dark recesses of Hitler’s mind. 
What a pity that so few had looked into it or believed what they there saw ! 

No doubt, Hitler was the maniac depicted by Rauschning, but he was also some- 
thing else — a ‘ systematic thinker ’, a ‘ powerful systematizer of ideas’, What, then, 
was the kernel of his thinking? First and foremost, it was his conviction that the 
German defeat in the First World War was not merely a crisis of Germany but (and 
here he agreed with Spengler) a crisis of civilization, the kind of crisis in which 
historic ages perish or are born. Modern society was ‘ sick unto death’, and Hitler 
was the man chosen by providence to cure it. His task, therefore, was not merely to 
reverse the verdict of 1918; it was to reverse the universal process of disintegration by 
sweeping away the decaying social order and replacing it with a superior one. To put 
it in another way, National Socialism was more than a German liberation movement; 
it was also (and more particularly) a panacea for the ills of mankind. The Roman 
Empire had been destroyed by the German barbarians. A new German barbarism was 
needed to rejuvenate the decadent West and secure the German millenium, barbarism 
being the first basis of all culture. 

What shape was the future German empire going to take? It was clear to Hitler 
that it would have to be a land-empire; for the day of maritime empires was over. In 
the past the sea had provided the only smooth communications with the distant parts 
of the earth, and great land-masses had been the barriers, not the means of travel; 
now, however, thanks to roads and railways, motor-cars and aeroplanes, the situation 
was reversed: the new ‘ Thousand-Year Reich’ (destined to conquer and absorb the 
rotting society of Western Europe) would be a huge land-empire, bound together by 
giant roads and massive armies. It would dominate what Sir Halford Mackinder (the 
father of the new science of geopolitics) had called ‘ the Heartland’ — the vast area 
in Europe and Asia, that is, which is invulnerable to sea-power. Since the maritime 
peoples could not compete in this area, a sole rival had to be reckoned with — Russia, 
the huge land-power in the east, and the only one capable of imposing upon the Heart- 
land an empire other than the one planned by Hitler. The German geopoliticians had 
tended to assume that the future in ‘ Eurasia ’ did indeed belong to the Russians who 
were, after all, both more numerous than the Germans and already there; and they 
had advocated, for Germany, an alliance with Russia rather than an attempt to con- 
quer it. Hitler held the contrary view. Given the racial superiority of the German 
over the Slav, not to mention the ideological superiority of National Socialism over 
‘Jewish Bolshevism’, he was confident of Germany’s ability to wrest from the 
Russians their dominion and impose its own dominion instead. True, the Germany of 
the Hohenzollern had failed to conquer Russia, but what did that prove? Monarchies 
were notoriously incapable of waging wars of conquest. It was by revolutionary 
powers alone that empires were created: and Hitler saw himself not only as the 
greatest revolutionary of his time but also (and here Trevor-Roper tended to agree 
with him) as the man with the strongest will in centuries. Superior will-power, on 
top of racial and ideological superiority, would be the key to victory in the coming 
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struggle for mastery of the Heartland; hence Hitler’s firm conviction that he was 
destined to succeed where Napoleon and Kaiser Wilhelm had failed. 

But if the conquest of the Heartland was to be followed by a revolutionary trans- 
formation of society, how would that transformation be brought about? To Hitler the 
answer seemed obvious. All revolutions depend for their success on a ruling elite, and 
the formation of such an elite was the prime function of National Socialism. If a few 
thousand Englishmen could subject and dominate four hundred million Indians, why 
should not the Germans be able to accomplish a similar feat in ‘ Eurasia’, given 
dynamic leadership and a ruthless will to power? But would mere will to power pro- 
duce a superior social order? Hitler had no doubt that it would. All the new masters 
had to do was to establish a perfect racial hierarchy, in accordance with the ‘ iron law 
of nature’, which demands the total subjection of the biologically inferior to the bio- 
logically superior. Once the rule of the higher race had been secured, a new social 
harmony and stability would automatically result, the decadence of the West would 
be overcome, and the German millennium would commence. Could the conquest of 
the Heartland, once achieved, be rendered permanent? Of course it could. Modern 
power, modern science, modern propaganda made that not only possible but easy. 
Revolution by subject peoples against a proud and self-assured master-race could be 
ruled out under modern conditions. In his table talks Hitler repeatedly described the 
methods whereby subject peoples could be kept in check: they would be deprived of 
civil rights, arms, higher education, and leadership; they would be taught from infancy 
that it was their destiny to serve the German master-race; they would be encouraged 
to practice contraception to reduce their birth rate, and be denied hospitals to increase 
their death rate, so that the German Herrenmenschen, secure in their new strategic 
cities and linked with the centres of power by vast motor-ways, need never fear a 
rising of their subjects. If these methods were consistently and ruthlessly applied, the 
new German empire would endure indefinitely; it would indeed be a tausendjahriges 
Reich, mightier and more lasting than ancient Rome or modern Britain. 

The conquest of an empire in the East was Hitler’s answer to the problem of 
German Lebensraum, which it was his ‘ unalterable decision ’ to solve before 1945.” 
But was it also the fulfilment of his ‘historic mission’ to cure the malady of the 
West by imposing his racial religion upon it? To put it in another way, could a 
German empire founded on racialist principles co-exist with Western political systems 
founded on democratic principles? The conflict between Hitlerite Germany and the 
Western democracies was, after all, a clash of rival ideologies no less than a clash of 
rival political ambitions. Roosevelt had put the point well when he told his fellow- 
countrymen on 27 October 1941, that they were ‘ faced with the choice between the 
kind of world we want to live in and the kind of world which Hitler and his hordes 
would impose upon us ’.*8 

Trevor-Roper approached the problem ae a very different angle. Hitler, he 
argued, was fundamentally uninterested in the West and would have preferred to 
leave it alone. Why, in fact, should he wish to fight it when he believed it to be dis- 
integrating anyway? All he wanted from the Western powers was a free hand in 
Russia where the decisive battle of the world would be fought; in return he would be 
content to ignore them. In Mein Kampf, it is true, he had proclaimed his intention of 


47 Hitler on 5 Nov. 1937 at the Reich Chancellery (F. Hossbach, Zwischen ee und 
Hitler 1934-1938, 2nd ed., Gottingen, 1965, p. 186). 
48 Documents on American Foreign Relations IV, p. 29. 


342 REVIEW ARTICLES 


knocking out France — but only because France was then the centre of a system of 
Eastern alliances. As for the British, he wanted nothing from them. He had no use 
for distant colonies which depended on sea-power and could not be defended in time 
of war; nor did he want to engage in the kind of naval arms race which had brought 
disaster to the Kaiser’s Germany. The liquidation of the British Empire could not 
serve his purposes, since the only possible beneficiaries would be America and Japan; 
hence, in his benevolent moods, Hitler was even prepared to ‘ guarantee’ it as an 
element of stability in the irrelevant maritime world. Ultimately Britain, like the rest 
of Europe, would have to come to terms with reality, contract out of the world- 
struggle, and either moulder quietly away in its Atlantic corner or accept German 
patronage. The ‘best’ elements in Western civilization — those elements, that is, 
which were acceptable to Hitler — would be preserved by such patronage, just as Greek 
culture was preserved by the Roman Empire. Would America likewise have to be 
preserved by German patronage? Trevor-Roper evidently assumed that Hitler thought 
so, but he made no explicit statement on the subject. Adl he did was to point out that 
American intervention in the Second World War understandably infuriated Hitler, 
causing him to extend his hysterical abuse from England to the United States, from 
‘toper Churchill ’ to ‘ criminal Roosevelt ’. 

Few scholars would now disagree with Trevor-Roper’s central thesis — that ‘ ideo- 
logy’ was as much the key to an understanding of Hitler’s persisent Drang nach 
Osten as lust for personal power.*® Even fewer, however, would agree with his des- 
cription of Hitler as a ‘ systematic philosopher ’ or with his contention that the con- 
quest of a ‘ Eurasian’ land-empire was the be-all and end-all of National Socialism. 
Nor was his arbitrary handling of his sources calculated to inspire confidence: while 
insisting on the genuineness of Rauschning’s testimony, he studiously ignored all 
those of Rauschning’s ‘ revelations’ which did not fit into his own interpretation of 
Hitler’s personality and policies. In two subsequent papers on Hitlerite ‘ philosophy ’ 
(1960 and 1961) Trevor-Roper reaffirmed the views expressed in his 1953 essay (in- 
cluding his defence of Rauschning), but again failed to come to grips with the crucial 
issue of Hitler’s ultimate objectives.*° 

One by one, however, the unanswered questions were raised afresh by other 
historians. In 1960 the debate over German-American relations during the ‘ Nazi 
era’ was reopened by a young German scholar, Dr Lother Gruchmann of the 
Munich Institut fir Zeitgeschichte, with a paper on Roosevelt’s policy of ‘ neutrality ’ 
between 1939 and 1941, when the United States was providing Britain with every 
assistance ‘ short of war ’.°! After careful re-examination of the evidence, Gruchmann 
agreed with de Jong that in those years Hitler had had no plans whatever for attack- 
ing any part of the American continent; Rauschning’s ‘ revelations’ on the subject, 
even if authentic, could no more be taken seriously than Goring’s repeatedly ex- 
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pressed desire for military action against America.*? From the point of view of 
international law, therefore, Roosevelt, not Hitler, was the ‘ aggressor ’ between 1939 
and 1941; Sir Winston Churchill admitted as much in his memoirs when he wrote 
that Roosevelt’s ‘ decidedly unneutral ’ policy would, according to all the standards of 
history, have justified Hitler in declaring war upon the American Union.** But did it 
really matter whether Hitler had concrete plans for an invasion of America in 1940 
or 1941? Hitler had had no plans for an attack on Poland when he demanded the 
restitution of Danzig; he had had no plans for an invasion of France when he occupied 
Poland; he had had no plans for an invasion of Britain when he overran France. It 
was his interest and method to strike his opponents down one by one; the last thing 
he wished was to be drawn into war with the United States before he had finished 
with Europe. Was there any reason why Roosevelt should wait with folded hands 
until Hitler was ready for the final reckoning with American ‘ plutocracy ’? Obviously 
not. But what evidence was there that Hitler was indeed planning to settle accounts 
with the United States after the fall of Britain and Russia? To ask such a question, 
Gruchmann thought, was to miss the point. Roosevelt’s implacable hostility to 
Hitler was motivated, not by any unfounded fear of imminent attack, but by a well- 
founded conviction that the safety of peace-loving nations depended on a policy of 
universal collective security. It was this conviction which prompted him to deliver 
his famous ‘ quarantine’ speech of 5 October 1937, shortly after the Japanese invasion 
of China. There was (he declared on that occasion) a ‘ solidarity and interdependence ’ 
about the modern world which made it impossible for any nation to isolate itself from 
economic and political upheavals in other countries. There could be no stability or 
peace ‘either within nations or between nations except under laws and moral 
standards adhered to by all’. The international anarchy created by aggressor states 
destroyed every foundation for peace and jeopardized ‘ either the immediate or the 
future security of every nation, large or small’. Those who thought that modern 
wars could be localized were deluding themselves : 


War is a contagion, whether it be declared or undeclared. It can engulf states and peoples remote 
from the original scene of hostilities. We are determined to keep out of war, yet we cannot insure 
ourselves against the disastrous effects of war and the dangers of involvement.54 


The ever-increasingly brutal policy of aggression pursued by Hitler after the ‘ quaran- 
tine’ speech (beginning with the rape of Austria and culminating in the invasion of 
Poland) could not but confirm Roosevelt in his conviction that co-existence between 
German ‘ Nazism’ and American democracy was impossible in the long run, no 
matter whether Hitler had concrete plans for an attack on the Western hemisphere 
or not. The fall of France in 1940 added a new dimension to the German menace. 
France and Britain were the first line of America’s defence; if Britain, too, were 
defeated, the U.S.A. might have to face the combined might of the three ‘ totalitarian ’ 
aggressors — Germany, Italy and Japan — all by itself. Roosevelt was justifiably deter- 
mined not to let it come to this. From the point of view of international law, the 
correct policy to adopt in such a situation would have been a declaration of war upon 
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Germany; since such a course was ruled out both by the continuing strength of isola- 
tionist opinion (which tied Roosevelt’s hands) and by the military unpreparedness of 
the United States, the only alternative open to the American President was aid to 
Britain ‘ short of war ’. Such a policy admittedly constituted a breach of international 
law; but Roosevelt could hardly allow legal considerations to tie his hands in a conflict 
with the greatest law-breaker of the twentieth century. Hitler was bent on abolishing 
international law altogether; he had no moral or legal right to invoke it against those 
who were fighting to uphold it. Nor could he expect Roosevelt to recognize a Euro- 
pean Monroe doctrine,** when he himself was continually violating the American 
Monroe doctrine by maintaining a network of subversive organizations all over the 
American continent. True, the activities of these organizations posed a potential 
rather than an actual threat (as de Jong had convincingly shown); all the same, they 
constituted interference in American domestic affairs on the part of a man who 
had ‘stamped himself as the champion of everything popularly regarded as un- 
American ’.°® It should have been clear to Hitler from the start that this interference 
was likely to hasten American intervention in Europe. 

In the absence of clear and precise documentary evidence (Gruchmann concluded), 
there was no knowing what plans (if any) Hitler had for liquidating American ‘ pluto- 
cracy’ after the conquest of Europe; but then Hitler’s plans were only marginally 
relevant to the German-American conflict.57 No ‘ revelations’ 4 la Rauschning were 
needed to make the American Government realize that Hitler’s march of conquest 
was a threat to the very survival of Western civilization and that it was imperative to 
stop him before he succeeded in making himself master of the whole ‘ Eurasian ’ 
continent.°® 

In 1961 the Institut fir Zeitgeschichte published a document which threw new light 
on the question Gruchmann had dismissed as irrelevant: Hitler’s second book which, 
from internal evidence, appears to have been written in the summer of 1928.*° In this 
book the ‘ Fiihrer’ postulated the existence of an American ‘threat’ to the Old 
World which only a rejuvenated and revitalized German Reich under National 
Socialist leadership would be able to cope with. This ‘ threatening American position 
of hegemony’, he argued, was primarily due to the high racial value of the (pre- 
dominantly Nordic) American people and only secondarily to the vast spaces at its 
disposal. From which it followed that in the future 


only the State which has understood how to raise the racial value of its folkdom (den Wert seines 
Volkstums rassisch zu heben) and to bring it to the most expedient state form for this, through its 
inner life as well as through its foreign policy, will be able to confront North America victoriously 
(Nordamertka die Stirne zu bieten). By posing such a solution as possible, a number of States will 
be able to participate, which can and will lead to a heightened fitness if for no other reason than 
the mutual competition. 
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The leader of this anti-American crusade, needless to say, would be none other than 
Hitler himself: ‘ It is again the task of the National Socialist movement to strengthen 
and to prepare to the utmost its own fatherland itself for this task ’.6° War between 
a German-dominated Europe and the United States was thus inevitable, not because 
of Roosevelt’s ‘aggressive’ policies (which Hitler could not foresee in 1928), but 
because the very existence of a vigorous and dynamic American Union, largely run by 
a Nordic elite, was bound to interfere with Hitler’s plans. 

Plans of world dominion? In Mein Kampf we are told that the Germans must 
“some day ’ become lords of the earth, provided they devote themselves to the creation 
of a higher racial type — a process that may take generations. In Hitler’s second book 
equally vague phraseology is used: the ‘ racial value of German folkdom’ is to be 
raised in order to enable the German people to ‘ resist’ or ‘ face up to’ the might of 
North America at some unspecified future date; other European countries are urged 
to follow the German example. The ‘ American threat ’, like the ‘ Bolshevik threat ’, 
is evidently meant to serve as a pretext for imposing German leadership on the rest of 
Europe. In the ‘ distant future’ (Hitler adds), it might ‘ conceivably ’ be possible to 
establish a federation of biologically valuable European peoples, powerful enough to 
prevent America from ‘ overwhelming’ Europe.*? We are left with the impression 
that Hitler, while believing in the ultimate inevitability of a show-down with the 
United States, did not expect it to take place in his own life-time. World dominion 
was admittedly his ultimate objective, but it would be the task of future generations to 
attain it; all Hitler could do was to lay the foundations by conquering Lebensraum in 
the East and initiating a process of racial selection which would bear fruit after his 
death. 

In August 1925, when he wrote the foreign policy chapters of Mein Kampf, Hitler 
was still refreshingly frank about his ultimate goal; by August 1928 he had become 
considerably more prudent. He made no reference whatever to the subject of world 
dominion in his second book, emphasizing instead his desire to achieve peace and 
harmony in Europe by means of a ‘ strict delimitation of spheres of interest ’, repeat- 
ing his objections to the acquisition of distant colonies and reaffirming his determina- 
tion to sacrifice the South Tyrol on the altar of German-Italian friendship.®? He even 
presented the projected crusade against the United States as a ‘ defensive alliance 
aimed at halting the process of American expansion at the expense of Europe. Most 
remarkable of all, he called for a century of co-existence with the British Empire: 
Germany decides to go over to...a clear, far-seeing territorial policy. Thereby she abandons all 
attempts at world-industry and world-trade and instead concentrates all her strength in order, 
through the allotment of sufficient living-space for the next hundred years to our people, also to 
prescribe a path of life (einen Lebensweg vorzuzeichnen). Since this territory can only be in the East, 
the obligation to be a naval power also recedes into the background. Germany tries anew to 
champion her interests by means of the formation of a decisive power on land. This aim is equally 
in keeping with the highest national as well as racial (wélkisch) requirements. It likewise pre- 
supposes great military power for its execution, but does not necessarily bring Germany tnto conflict 
with all European Great Powers. 


France, to be sure, would always remain Germany’s enemy, no matter what its policy; 
but neither England nor Italy were likely to regard German expansion in the East as 
a reason for ‘ maintaining the enmity of the World War ’.** 
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Under National Socialism, Hitler insisted, there would be no repetition of the fatal 
errors which had led to the débdcle of 1918. The Kaiser’s Germany was ruined by the 
aggressive aimlessness of its foreign policy which ultimately brought it into conflict 
with the whole world; a National Socialist Germany would know better than to 
antagonize potential allies in a similar manner. Instead of provoking all and sundry 
with a policy of planless and limitless aggrandizement, it would restrict itself to the 
pursuit of clearly defined and strictly limited objectives; moreover, it would scrupu- 
lously respect the national interests of those countries which shared its hostility to 
French domination and ‘ Jewish Bolshevism ’. In so doing, it would help to lay the 
foundations of a new Europe, composed of ‘ free and independent national states’, 
whose spheres of interest were ‘ divergent and precisely limited ’. Having thus elimi- 
nated possible sources of friction with friendly states, Germany would be free to solve 
its problem of Lebensraum without the risk of a two-front war. Secured by ‘a France 
pushed back within her own boundaries and supported by its Army born anew ’, the 
Reich would conquer Russia right up to the Urals, after which peace and harmony 
would reign in Europe: | 
Once our people... will have grasped this great geopolitical aim in the East, the consequences 
will be not only clarity regarding German foreign policy but also stability which, at any rate for a 
humanly predictable time, will make it possible to avoid political insanities like those whicn 
ultimately entangled our people in the World War... A people which no longer needs to shunt off 
its rising rural generations into the big cities as factory workers, but which instead can settle them 
as free peasants on their own soil, will open up a domestic sales market to German industry which 


can gradually remove and exempt it from the frenzied struggle and scramble (Gerauje) for the 
so-called place in the sun in the rest of the world.&4 


It was undoubtedly clear to Hitler that after the conquest of Russia he would need 
a breathing-space to consolidate his land-empire and tighten his grip on the rest of 
Europe (which would then be completely at his mercy); but was he sincere in calling 
for a whole century of peaceful co-existence with Britain? In Mein Kampf he had 
referred to an incipient rivalry between England and America: ‘ No ties of kinship 
can prevent a certain feeling of envious concern in England towards the growth of the 
American Union in all fields of international economic and power politics. The for- 
mer colony... seems to be growing into a new master of the world.’ England, if left 
to its own resources, would be ‘ doomed ’; hence the Anglo-Japanese alliance which. 
though ‘ perhaps irresponsible from the racial viewpoint ’, represented ‘ the sole pos- 
sibility of strengthening the British world position in the face of the upsurging 
American continent ’.6° In his second book Hitler went further, not only claiming 
that ‘in the future ’ North America would be ‘ the greatest danger ’ to England, but 
adding that it was an equally great danger to the rest of Europe, with special refer- 
ence to Germany.®® The inference was obvious: the moment Germany resumed its 
place among the Great Powers, England would be only too pleased to scrap its 
‘irresponsible’ alliance with Japan in favour of a ‘responsible’ alliance with the 
Reich. Germany would then be the leader of a ‘ revitalized ’ Europe, England its most 
powerful and most ‘ racially valuable ’ ally; and since the final show-down with the 
American Union would have to wait until after the consolidation of Hitler’s 
‘Eurasian ’ Empire (not to mention the reorganization of Europe on a ‘ racial ’ basis), 
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it stood to reason that the projected Anglo-German alliance would be lasting and 
firm — in fact, likely to continue after the ‘ Fthrer’s ’ death. That this was indeed Hit- 
ler’s view is confirmed by his subsequent utterances on the subject. In September 
1941, when the war between Germany and England was in full swing, he reaffirmed 
his belief in the ultimate inevitability of an Anglo-German alliance against the U.S. 
in one of his table talks: 


I shall no longer be there to see it, but I rejoice on behalf of the German people at the idea that one 
day we will see England and Germany marching together against America. Germany and England 
will know what each of them can expect of its partner, and then we shall have found the ally we 
need (den rechten Bundesgenossen). The English have an unexampled cheek, but it doesn’t prevent 
me from admiring them.§7 


Three months later, after America’s entry into the war, he was still of the same 
opinion: ‘One day England will be obliged to make approaches to the Continent. 
And it will be a German-British army that will chase the Americans from Iceland.’ ** 
But while Hitler’s belief in the feasibility of a durable Anglo-German alliance was 
obviously sincere as far as it went, it rested on truly astounding assumptions. He 
believed that the British, in order to check the alleged ambitions of two other Western 
democracies — France and America — would permit, and indeed encourage, an anti- 
democratic and anti-Western Germany to destroy the existing balance of power in 
Europe, to impose its racialist principles and totalitarian methods on the whole Euro- 
pean continent, and to reduce Britain itself to the status of a senior German satellite 
in return for a vague promise to tolerate the British Empire. It is evident that Hitler, 
in planning for ‘a hundred years’ of Anglo-German friendship and co-operation, 
ignored the basic tenets of British foreign policy, not to mention the ideological con- 
flict between German National Socialism and British democracy.®* 

Despite greater emphasis on ‘stable’ co-existence and ‘divergent spheres of 
interest ’, Hitler’s second book throws even more light on the magnitude of his am- 
bitions than Mein Kampf; for the passages on the American ‘ danger ’ make it clear 
beyond doubt that the conquest of Lebensraum in the East was to be a step on the 
road to world conquest, not an end in itself. How the world was going to be con- 
quered, remained an open question. Some of Hitler’s utterances suggest that he expec- 
ted ‘ world dominion ’ to materialize in the remote and indefinite future, like Christ’s 
kingdom on earth; while others point to the conclusion that he was carefully planning 
each succeeding move with an eye to ultimate German domination of the globe.”° 

A fresh attempt to grapple with the unsolved problem was made in 1961 by Dr 


67 H. Picker, Hitlers Tischgespriche, p. 145; according to the English edition (Hitler’s Table Talk, 
p. 26), the conversation took place a month earlier (10-11 Aug. 1941). 

68 Hitler’s Table Talk, p. 188 (7 Jan. 1942). 

69 That Hitler realized the ultimate inevitability of a clash with Britain is clear from the following 
passage in Mein Kampf: ‘ England desires no Germany as a World Power... Today, however, 
we are not fighting for a position as a World Power; today we must struggle for the existence of 
our fatherland ...’ (p. 699; Hitler’s italics). 

70 In 1928 Hitler regarded America as a menace because of its ‘ racial superiority ’. Subsequently 
he came to regard it as a racially inferior country, ‘ half Judaized ’ and ‘ half negrified ’ (Hitler’s 
Table Talk, p. 188). His conclusion, however, remained unchanged — America must be destroyed. 
National Socialism being perpetual motion, Greater Germany could not co-exist with any other 
World Power in the long run; but whether Hitler expected or desired war with the United States in 
his own life-time is quite another question. 
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Ginter Moltmann, a German historian, in a paper on ‘ Hitler’s ideas of world domi- 
nion ’.71 Published concurrently with Hitler’s second book, it was a scholarly exposi- 
tion of the ‘ Fihrer’s’ expansionist philosophy, beginning with a reassessment of 
Mein Kampf and ending with an analysis of The Testament of Adolf Hitler, written 
on the eve of final defeat.7? Hitler’s writings, Moltmann pointed out, furnish ample 
evidence of his obsession with expansion and domination; but the terminology he em- 
ployed was calculated to conceal rather than reveal his ultimate intentions. While 
habitually charging his enemies with ‘ tendencies of world conquest ’ (Welteroberung- 
stendenzen), he refrained from using terms like Welteroberung or Weltherrschaft 
(world dominion) in describing his own objectives.”* True, he frankly proclaimed his 
determination to make Germany a ‘ world power ’ (Weltmacht); but ‘ world power 
status’ (Weltmachtstellung) merely implied equality with other World Powers, not 
mastery of the globe. Hitler himself defined ‘ world power status’ as the possession 
of ‘an adequately large space on this earth ’ — something very much less than ‘ world 
dominion ’. ‘ World power ’, he argued, was a ‘ title’, to which a country ‘ as miser- 
able in its relation of population to area as the German Reich today’ could lay no 
claim: 

From the purcly territorial point of view, the area of the German Reich vanishes completely as 
compared with that of the so-called World Powers. Let no one cite England as a proof to the 
contrary, for England in reality is merely the great capital of the British Empire (Weltreich) which 
calls nearly a quarter of the earth’s surface its own. In addition we must regard as giant States first 
of all the American Union, then Russia and China. All are spatial formations having in part an 
area over ten times larger than the present German Reich. 


To compete with these giants, Germany would have to establish an empire ‘ em- 
bracing almost an entire continent ’.”4 

World power status would be achieved by stages: first a ‘ rapprochement with Eng- 
land and Italy’ and the ‘ destruction of France’, then conquest of ‘the necessary 
soil’ in the East.7° Oszpolitik, however, was only a first step; to become an authentic 
World Power, Germany would have to dominate the whole of Europe and acquire 
colonial territory as well.”® Certain passages in Mein Kampf suggest that even world 
power status was not the ultimate objective. Thus we read on page 315 that whoever 
desired the victory of the pacifist idea ‘ should fight with all the means at his disposal 
for the conquest of the world by the Germans’; for the ‘ pacifist-humane idea ’ might 
be quite a good thing ‘ when the highest type of man has previously conquered and 
subjected the world to an extent that makes him the sole master (Herr) of this earth ’. 
On page 437 we are told that the lack of a ‘ unified racial nucleus’ in Germany 
accounted for the hyper-individualism which 
has robbed us of world dominion (Weltherrschajt). If the German people . . . had possessed that 


herd unity which other peoples enjoyed, the German Reich today would in all probability be 
mistress of the globe (Herrin des Erdballs). World history would have taken a different course, and 


71 G. Moltmann, ‘ Weltherrschaftsideen Hitlers’, Europa und Uebersee. Festschrift fiir Egmont 
Zechlin, Hamburg, 1961, pp. 197-240. 

72 See above, n. 50. 

73 See e.g. Mein Kampf, pp. 337. 703, on the ‘ Jewish plan of world dominion ’ and the ‘ Jewish 
tendency of world conquest ’. 

74 Mein Kampf, pp. 729-30. 

75 Ibid. pp. 755-7, 766-7. 

76 Ibid. pp. 689-90. 
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no one can tell whether in this way we would not have obtained what so many blinded pacifists 
today hope to gain by begging, whining and whimpering: a peace... based on the victorious 
sword of a master people (Herrenvelk), putting the world into the service of a higher culture.77 


On page 739 we are informed that the ‘ sacrifice of blood’ made ‘ to secure for the 
German people the land and soil to which they are entitled’ seemed justified before 
God and posterity 
because and in so far as we have been put on this earth . . . as beings who receive nothing as a gift, 


and who owe their position as lords of the earth (Herren der Erde) only to the genius and the courage 
with which they can conquer and defend it. 


Most important of all, there is the celebrated passage at the very end of Mein Kampf 
(p. 782) to which we referred above: ‘ A State which in this age of racial poisoning 
dedicates itself to the care of its best racial elements must some day become lord of the 
earth (Herr der Erde).’ 

All these utterances are vague in the extreme; while throwing light on Hitler’s 
mania for power, they furnish no clue to his actual political programme. But what 
about Rauschning’s ‘ revelations’? They were certainly more concrete and explicit, 
but their authenticity was a matter of controversy and would presumably remain so for 
many years to come. The very experts who insisted most emphatically on the genuine- 
ness of Rauschning’s account — Trevor-Roper and Bullock — seemed to attach no im- 
portance whatever to his disclosures about Hitler’s African and American plans.”® 
His testimony, therefore, could not be taken at face value unless corroborated by other 
evidence. | 

In 1961 such evidence was made available in the shape of the German diplomatic 
documents for 1940 which threw a flood of light on German colonial aspirations.”® 
Hitler had publicly demanded colonies ever since 9 September 1936, the ‘ anti-colonial ’ 
passages in Mein Kampf and his second book notwithstanding; he had repeated that 
demand with increasing frequency in the following years; and on 13 June 1940, a few 
days before the French capitulation, he had informed an American journalist that his 
‘only condition’ for peace with England was the restitution of the former German 
colonies.®° By the autumn of 1940 he evidently felt that the time was ripe for the kind 
of large-scale colonial expansion which he had discussed with Rauschning seven years 
earlier: on 6 September of that year Herr von Ribbentrop informed the Spanish 
Foreign Minister that Germany laid claim, not only to its lost colonies, but to ‘ the 
entire area of Central Africa ’.®! Less than two months later a senior official of the 
Wilhelmstrasse, Dr Ernst Bielfeld, outlined Germany’s colonial demands on France, 
Britain and other colonial Powers in a memorandum which called for a huge Central 
African Empire, including substantial parts of British and French West Africa, 


77 Hitler’s italics. 

78 Alan Bullock, the leading British biographer of Hitler, shared Trevor-Roper’s view that 
* Rauschning’s account of his conversations with Hitler . . . has been vindicated by the evidence of 
Hitler’s views which has been discovered since its publication ’ (Hitler. A Study in Tyranny, p. 378). 
But while regarding Rauschning’s book ‘as an important source for any biography of Hitler ’, 
Bullock completely ignored Rauschning’s account of Hitler’s expansionist ambitions. 

79 Documents of German Foreign Policy 1918-1945, Series D, XI, London, 1961; the German 
original was published three years later (Aktien zur Deutschen Auswéartigen Politik 1918-1945, 
Serie D, XI, 1, Bonn, 1964). 

80 Deutscher Kolonial-Dienst V, 1940, No. 7, p. 96. 
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French Equatorial Africa, the Belgian Congo, Uganda, Kenya, Zanzibar, and 
Northern Rhodesia. It also called for the establishment of German naval bases along 
the West African coast, for the acquisition of Madagascar, and for the return of the 
former German South Sea possessions, regarding which it was hoped to arrive at an 
understanding with Japan.®? In formulating these far-reaching territorial claims, Dr. 
Fielfeld explained, he was thinking of the need for a ‘ supplementary colonial area ’ 
(Rolonialer Ergdnzungsraum) which would one day have to supply a territory com- 
prising, in addition to the Greater German Reich, Scandinavia, Denmark, Belgium, 
Luxembourg, Holland, Hungary, Slovakia, ‘and other European areas’. With the 
establishment of Hitler’s New Order, these countries would be incorporated in or 
affiliated with the ‘Greater European economic sphere’ (Grosseuropdischer Wirt- 
schaftsraum) and would be permitted to obtain colonial products from the African 
territories under German leadership; economic planning in the future German 
colonies would ‘have to take account of the needs of about 150 million people’. 
Madagascar should be acquired, not for reasons of colonial policy, but for the purpose 
of settling the Jews.** 

Hitler himself, in his conversations with Molotov (12 and 13 November 1940), 
stressed the need for German Lebensraum in Central Africa, adding that ‘ the British 
Empire would be apportioned as a gigantic world-wide estate in bankruptcy of 40 
million square kilometres ’.8* It was evident that Rauschning had not exaggerated the 
extent of Hitler’s colonial ambitions; nor had Roosevelt exaggerated the extent of the 
German threat to America, even though his ‘ revelations’ about Hitler’s invasion 
plans were based on questionable sources.** The creation of an Afro-Eurasian bloc 
under German leadership, with bases on the West African coast and in the Atlantic, 
would have posed a very grave challenge indeed, not only to USS. pesemony! in the 
Western hemisphere, but to the ‘ American way of life ’ as well. 

Mastery of Europe, Hitler told his lieutenants, was the key to mastery of the globe; 
once the whole of Europe was securely in German hands, Weltherrschaft was bound 
to follow, though not necessarily in his own life-time.** Hitler’s Table Talk abounds 
with references to the methods by which the dictator hoped to hasten the achievement 
of his ultimate objective — the setting up of the Thousand-Year Reich. Europe, he 
informed his entourage on 2 November 1941, would ‘ stretch eastwards to the limits 
of Germanic colonization’ and German would be ‘the language of Europe’. As 
mistress of Europe, Germany would become ‘ one of the world’s centres of attraction ’ 
(22 February 1942), but control of Europe was only a first step: once ‘ continental 
hegemony ’ had been achieved, the time would be ripe for a ‘ world policy ’, beginning 
with the conquest of Africa; after that, it would be possible to entertain ‘ other am- 
bitions ’. ‘The struggle for world hegemony ’, Hitler stated on 17 September 1941, 
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would be decided ‘in favour of Europe by the possession of Russian space ’. Once 
Europe was ‘an impregnable fortress, safe from the threat of blockade ’, economic 
vistas would be opened up which, he thought, would ‘ incline the most liberal of the 
Western democrats towards the New Order ’ — evidently he hoped to bring America 
to its knees by a policy of boycott and blockade, as Roosevelt had predicted more than 
a year earlier.8” ‘Durable friendship ’ with England was possible, but only after a 
British defeat, since ‘ the Englishman can only respect someone who has first knocked 
him out’ (night of 22-23 July 1941). Hitler was unenthusiastic about his alliance with 
the Japanese, with whom ‘ we have no affinities ’; but Japan’s entry into the war 
would enable Germany to gain ‘ access to the Near East ’ (6 February 1942). How long 
was the struggle for Weltherrschaft likely to last? Hitler had no doubt that it would 
be a long-drawn-out affair: ‘ We may have a hundred years of struggle before us; if 
so, all the better — it will prevent us from going to sleep!’ (29 August 1942). In the 
end, however, the ‘ better ’ race was bound to triumph over all its enemies: the ruler 
of Germany would then become the ‘ master of the world’, guiding the destinies of 
mankind from the ‘capital of the world’. Berlin was to be renamed ‘ Germania’ 
and to be rebuilt on such a scale that St Peter’s and its Square would seem ‘ like toys in 
comparison ’ (21 October 1941; 8 June 1942). 

As late as 8 May 1943, after the Stalingrad débdcle, Hitler expressed his ‘ unshake- 
able conviction’ that German Weltherrschaft would ultimately be attained.** By 4 
February 1945, however — the date of the first entry in The Testament of Adolf Hitler 
— it was no longer possible, even for him, to believe in a German victory: all that was 
now left for him to do was to explain away his failure. In this situation he could 
hardly be expected to admit the truth about his millennial ambitions. National Socia- 
lism, he now claimed, was a ‘ realistic’ doctrine, with ‘ limited’ and ‘ attainable’ 
objectives; as such it was the antithesis of universalism and Utopianism. Unlike 
Christianity or Communism, it refused ‘ to promise the moon ’; its sole aim — and one 
that lay well within its reach — was ‘ an improvement in the lot of the German people ’ 
(pp. 83, 94). Such an improvement would be achieved by the ‘ destruction of Bolshe- 
vism ’ and the ‘ conquest of wide spaces in the East ’ which that entailed. These spaces 
would ensure the ‘ well-being of the German people’, thus enabling it to co-exist 
peacefully with the Western Powers. Britain’s war against Germany was senseless, 
since Germany not only recognized the British Empire but was willing to fight for its 
preservation. The war with America was ‘a tragedy ’, ‘ illogical and devoid of any 
foundation of reality ’, since Germany had no claim on the Western hemisphere. All 
he had need of, Hitler insisted, was ‘ peace in order to carry out our programme ’ — 
meaning the colonization of Russia (p. 82). But while demanding Lebensraum in the 
East, he was wholly opposed to the acquisition of overseas colonies because ‘ continen- 
tal people... should expand only in those directions where it is certain that the soil 
of conqueror and conquered are contiguous’ (p. 42). In Mein Kampf he had called 
upon the German nation to break off ‘ the colonial and commercial policy of the pre- 
war period’ and to see to it ‘that the strength of our people is founded, not on 
colonies, but on the soil of our European homeland ’.°® Now he went further, rejecting 
the very idea of colonial expansion : 


87 At a press conference at the White House (30 May 1940), quoted in Moltmann, loc. cit. p. 222. 
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Since colonization is not an activity which Germans feel called upon to pursue, Germany should 
never make common cause with the colonizing nations and should always abstain from supporting 
them in their colonial aspirations. What we want is a Monroe doctrine in Europe. ‘ Europe for the 
Europeans! ’, a doctrine, the corollary of which should be that Europeans refrain from meddling in 
the affairs of other continents . . . Let them work out their own salvation! And let me repeat — it is 
nothing to do with us (p. 46). 


But if Hitler’s political testament was no more than his final propaganda talk — an 
attempt to conceal rather than reveal the true aims of his ‘ world policy’ — it was 
amply clear from his previous self-revelations that he was indeed the would-be con- 
queror of the world Rauschning had made him out to be.®° The implicit and explicit 
references to world dominion in Mein Kampf (Moltmann concluded) were the ‘ first 
manifestations ’ of a basic attitude which persisted throughout Hitler’s political career. 
The annulment of the Versailles Treaty, the liquidation of Russia and the attainment 
of world power status (involving domination of Europe and conquest of a ‘ supple- 
mentary colonial area ’) were to him but the preliminary phases of a protracted struggle 
for mastery of the globe. Hitler never had any concrete ‘ plan of world dominion ’, 
nor did he evolve a coherent global strategy in the Second World War.°*! He knew 
that Weltherrschaft could not be achieved in his life-time; but if he achieved world 
power status (as he hoped he would), the rest could be left to his successors.°? World 
conquest might take generations, but the ‘ better ’ race was bound to triumph in the 
end: ‘ Hitler saw himself as the founder of a new world epoch in which Germany’s 
claims to absolute dominion would be realized ’.°° 

Weltherrschaft, then — the German millennium — would only materialize in the 
dim, indefinite future; Weltmacht, on the other hand — the unification of Europe 
under German leadership and the creation of a German colonial Empire — was well 
within Hitler’s reach. It was his idea of a ‘ limited’ and ‘ attainable ’ objective — and 
he came surprisingly close to attaining it in the early years of World War II. How did 
he accomplish this remarkable feat? And how was he planning to proceed after the 
conquest of Europe? An attempt to provide detailed answers to these questions was 
made in 1965 by another German scholar, Dr Andreas Hillgruber (now professor of 
modern and contemporary history at the University of Freiburg i. Br.). In a penetra- 
ting study of Hitler’s political and military strategy he analysed the methods by 
which the ‘ Fuhrer’ very nearly succeeded in subjugating the whole of Europe be- 
tween 1938 and 1941.°* Hitler’s political programme, Hillgruber argued, could be 
summed up in one sentence which appears on page 742 of Mein Kampf: ‘ Germany 
will either be a World Power or there will be no Germany ’ (Hitler’s italics). In other 
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words, it was Hitler’s aim to secure world power status for Germany, not only by 
establishing a land-empire in Europe with a ‘ supplementary colonial area ’, but also 
by creating a powerful Navy with bases in the Atlantic. Control of Europe and Africa 
would make Germany self-sufficient and blockade-proof; naval rearmament and the 
seizure of the Atlantic islands would enable it to stand up to America in due course. 
The inevitable war with the United States would have to be waged and won by ‘a 
later generation ’.°° The only possible alternative to Welzmacht (Hitler believed) was 
the decline of Germany into the decadence of a second-rate power, if not its total 
annihilation. 

World War I had demonstrated the impossibility of a German victory over a world- 
wide coalition. Hitler knew that he could no more win a war against the whole world 
than the Kaiser; but he hoped to avoid a repetition of the ‘ world-war situation’ by 
tackling his enemies one at a time, always concentrating on one strictly limited (and 
seemingly modest) goal to the exclusion of all others. While never losing sight of his 
ultimate objectives, he would contrive to keep his plans flexible, always making his 
decisions at the very last moment in the light of the circumstances then prevailing. 
He would skilfully play on the weaknesses of his opponents, their disunity, their dread 
of war and their fear of Bolshevism. He would invoke the principle of self-determi- 
nation — proclaimed by Woodrow Wilson in 1917 and sacred to every democrat — to 
paralyse resistance to the union of all Germans in one Reich; he would thus be able 
to undermine the French system of alliances without firing a shot. Once the annexa- 
tion of Austria and the Sudetenland, the liquidation of Czechoslovakia and the en- 
circlement of Poland had been accomplished without bloodshed, the time would be 
ripe for military conquest — not by means of all-out war against all the other Great 
Powers, but by means of a series of strictly localized lightning campaigns (Blitzfeld- 
ziige) against isolated and inferior enemies. He would try hard to win Western sup- 
port for an anti-Russian crusade by holding aloft the bogy of Bolshevism; failing that, 
he could always come to an agreement (however temporary) with the Soviet Union: 
‘Everything I am doing is directed against Russia; if the West is too stupid and too 
blind to grasp this, I shall be compelled to come to an understanding with the Rus- 
sians, to beat the West and then, after its defeat, to turn against the Soviet Union with 
all the forces at my command.’ °° 

The best and most revealing description of Hitler’s tactics (Hillgruber thought) was 
the one given by his Minister of Propaganda, Dr Goebbels, at a secret press conference 
on 5 April 1940: 

National Socialism ...has never had a doctrine if by doctrine you mean a discussion of details or 
problems. It wanted to come to power ...In the past, when we were asked how we expected to 
solve this or that problem, we always replied that we did not yet know. Naturally we had our plans, 
but we did not expose them to public criticism. Today if people ask us how we are going to create 
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the new Europe, we have to reply that we do not yet know. Of course we have our ideas on the 
subject, but to publicize them would immediately create enemies and strengthen the opposition. As 
soon as we have gained control, everyone will see — and we, too, shall see — how we intend to use 
it... Today we talk about Lebensraum. Anyone can make of that what he likes. We shall know 
well enough what to do when the time is ripe . . . So far we have succeeded in keeping the enemy 
in the dark about Germany’s real aims just as up to 1932 we managed to keep our political opponents 
from guessing our ultimate intentions and from realizing that our apparent loyalty to legalistic 
conceptions was only a tactical trick (Kunstgriff). 


The struggle for Europe was a ‘ step by step’ repetition of the struggle for Germany, 
the tactics used being the same in both cases : 


We are now engaged in a revolution in Europe, exactly like the one which we have carried through 
on a smaller scale in Germany. The only difference is in dimension. The principles, experiences and 
methods of those days are still valid today and are also effective between nations...In 1933 a 
French Prime Minister should have said (and if I had been Prime Minister of France I would have 
said it): The man who has written such and such things in Mein Kampf has become Reich 
Chancellor. The man cannot be tolerated in our vicinity; either he disappears or we shall march. 
That would have been perfectly logical, but it was not done. We were allowed to proceed without 
let or hindrance... Then, when we were ready, better equipped than our enemies, they started 
the war.97 | 


Given this approach to the pursuit of the German millennium, Hitler could not 
have any concrete ‘ plan of world dominion ’, nor could he prepare for the kind of 
‘total war’ advocated by General Ludendorff.®* On the other hand, each of his short- 
term plans was drawn up with an eye to his long-term objectives; each of his tactical 
moves was meant to hasten the ultimate realization of his fantastic schemes for redraw- 
ing the map of the world and remodelling the distribution of power upon biological 
principles. But what if the other Powers refused to play the part assigned to them in 
Mein Kampf? Hitler’s programme, as laid down in that book and in his other writ- 
ings, was based on a series of axiomatic assumptions about future allies and enemies: 
about the superiority of the German Herrenmensch over the Slav Untermensch, about 
the community of destiny between German National Socialism and Italian Fascism 
and — last not least — about the feasibility of an Ausgleich (agreement) with Britain on 
the basis of mutual concessions (a free hand for Germany in the East in return for a 
temporary German renunciation of colonial expansion and the temporary postpone- 
ment of a naval arms race). Since none of Hitler’s assumptions stood the test of reality, 
his planning was bound to undergo frequent and drastic modifications, even though 
his long-term vision remained unchanged. 

In February 1936 Hitler was informed by Arnold Toynbee that Britain could not 
accept an Ausgleich on his terms, since a German victory over Russia would destroy 
the European balance of power. °° By November 1937 he had come to regard England 
as a ‘ hate-inspired antagonist ’, bent on opposing his every move *°°; a year later he 
decided to imitate the Kaiser by embarking on a naval arms race with Britain (a fact 
Moltmann had unaccountably overlooked). On 29 January 1939, he approved the so- 
called Z-Plan which provided for a Navy ‘ proportionate to the size and strength of the 
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Reich and its position as a Naval Power ’.1°? Since large-scale naval rearmament was 
essential to the attainment of world power status (Hillgruber argued), the Z-Plan 
fitted neatly into Hitler’s overall strategy, the ‘ anti-naval’ passages in Mein Kampf 
notwithstanding. The completion of the projected fleet, however, would take at least 
six years, if not longer; until then war with Britain would have to be avoided at all 
costs.'°? When Hitler realized that it could not be avoided, he reacted by abandoning 
the Z-Plan and unleashing a series of Blitzfeldziige against Britain’s actual and poten- 
tial allies on the Continent. The elimination of those allies, he believed, would bring 
the British to their senses. After the fall of France (25 June 1940) he was confident that 
Britain would come to terms in a matter of weeks; Churchill’s scornful rejection of his 
“magnanimous peace offer ’ created a situation for which he was totally unprepared, 
since it ran counter to his axiomatic assumptions. He had no plans for an attack on 
the British Isles and no interest in the destruction of the British Empire; he was there- 
fore at a loss how to proceed,'%° | 

The obvious way out of the dilemma was the liquidation of Russia, England’s last 
remaining ‘continental sword’; for technical reasons, however, such an invasion 
would not be feasible before May 1941. In the meantime the triumphs of the summer 
were being frittered away in a succession of failures. Not only did Britain refuse to 
sue for peace; Gibraltar remained untaken and the ‘ supplementary colonial area’ in 
Africa unsecured; Russia was threatening Finland and Rumania, two countries vitally 
important to the German economy, while America was giving Britain increasingly 
effective support. Time was obviously not on Hitler’s side; to regain the initiative he 
drew up plans for what Hillgruber called a Welzblitzkrieg — a world lightning war — in 
the Eastern hemisphere, the aim being to subjugate the whole of Europe in 1941, 
before America was ready to enter the war. First and foremost, he would strike down 
the Soviet Union in a lightning campaign of not more than three or four months; 
then, in the autumn of 1941, he would launch a three-pronged offensive against the 
Near East (via the Caucasus, Turkey and Egypt), to be followed by the establishment 
of an operational base in Afghanistan (which would enable him to threaten India). 
Gibraltar would likewise be taken in the autumn of 1941 (with or without Franco’s 
consent), after which German bases would be established in North-West Africa and 
in the Azores ‘ with a view to prosecuting the war against America at a later stage’. 
Finally, Japan would be encouraged to attack Singapore as early as May 1941 — in the 
hope that this would hasten the defeat of Britain and deter America from entering the 
struggle.'°* Once these operations had achieved their aims (Hitler claimed), Germany 
and its allies would be ‘ militarily, economically, and above all morally ’ superior to 
‘any conceivable coalition in the world ’.1°° 


In the event, Hitler’s Weleblitzkrieg produced the very effect he had hoped to fore- 


101 ‘J order that the reconstruction of the Navy... take precedence of all other tasks inclusive 
of the reconstruction of the Army and the Air Force and inclusive of exports ? (Nuremberg document 
C-23, IMT XXXIV, p. 190). Cf. ‘ Aufbau der Kriegsmarine 1926-1939 ’, Bundesarchiv/Militar- 
archiv-PG/ 33965, pp. 1-39. 

102 A. Hillgruber, op. cit. pp. 35-7. 

103 [bid. pp. 144-92. 

104 [bid. pp. 316-88; cf. ‘ Der Faktor Amerika ’, loc. cit. pp. 14-15. 

105 Hitler to the Reichstag on 4 May 1941 (M. Domarus, Hitler. Reden und Proklamationen 
1932-1945, II, Wirzburg, 1963, p. 1708). Hitler’s claim (incomprehensible at the time) was 
evidently based on the assumption that the Welzblitzkrieg would succeed. 
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stall by launching it — a world-wide coalition of economically superior Powers against 
the Reich, and a long-drawn-out war of economic attrition which Germany could not 
hope to win. Would a different strategy have produced better results? Hillgruber was 
certain that it would not. By the end of 1940 there was no longer any alternative to 
the disastrous attack on Russia and the ill-fated alliance with Japan. Since Hitler was 
powerless to impose an Ausgleich on Britain (an invasion of the British Isles being 
ruled out by the lack of naval and air superiority), his sole remaining option was an 
attempt to liquidate or neutralize Britain’s potential allies before it was too late. Since 
time was increasingly on the side of Germany’s enemies, this could only be achieved — 
if at all — by means of a large-scale Blitzkrieg; and since America was beyond Hitler’s 
reach, his only means of checking American ‘ aggression ’ was the creation of a self- 
sufficient and blockade-proof Afro-Eurasian Empire in alliance with the leading anti- 
American Power in Asia, Japan. (If the result of Hitler’s pact with the Japanese was 
the exact opposite of what he had intended, this was partly because he was as ill- 
informed about their plans as they were about his.) The concept of the Welzblitzkrieg, 
then, was based on an eminently realistic assessment of the situation in which Germany 
found itself after the fall of France and the failure of ‘ Operation Sea-Lion ’ °°; what 
was wrong with Hitler was not so much his improvised strategy (whatever its defects) 
as his irrational ideology which came increasingly into conflict with the rational con- 
duct of political and military affairs during the Second World War. His earlier vic- 
tories had been due to the successful application of Blitzkrieg tactics in a ‘ normal ’ 
European war with limited objectives; the means had been compatible with the ends. 
Once he embarked on his ‘ anti-Bolshevik ’ crusade, however, the apostle of the 
‘master race’ got the better of the calculating power politician; the methods used in 
the struggle against ‘ Jewish Bolshevism ’ — spoliation, enslavement and extermination 
on a gigantic scale 1°’ — were not so much means to an end as ends in themselves. They 
were utterly incompatible with the rational pursuit of political and military objectives; 
and the total defeat of Germany was the inevitable result.1°° 

Hitler’s doctrinaire fantasies not only precluded a successful prosecution of the war; 
they also precluded any attempt at a political solution. When he realized that the 
Weltblitzkrieg had failed and that Weltmacht was no longer attainable, the only alter- 
native he could think of was the one suggested in Mein Kampf and in his talks with 
Rauschning — the destruction of Germany. On 27 November 1941, as the German 
advance on the Eastern front was squelching to a halt on Russian mud, Hitler told the 
Danish Foreign Minister that, if the German people should ever weaken in its struggle 
for survival, it would deserve to be destroyed by a stronger Power. On the following 
day he made a similar statement to the Croatian Foreign Minister.'°® On 27 January 
1942, after the Russian counter-offensive and America’s entry into the war, he told his 
entourage that, if the German people were to fail in the test, they ‘ would have 
nothing to do but disappear ’.*!° Finally, on 19 March 1945, he issued orders for a 
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‘scorched earth’ policy which, if carried out, would have meant the end of the 
German people: 

If the war is to be lost, the nation also will perish . . . There is no need to consider the basis even of 
a most primitive existence any longer. On the contrary, it is better to destroy even that, and to 
destroy it ourselves. The nation has proved itself weak, and the future belongs solely to the stronger 


Eastern people. Besides, those who remain after the battle are of little value; for the good have 
fallen.111 


On the other hand, Hitler’s final message to the Armed Forces (29 April 1945) — the 
last words he is recorded as having written — ended with an exhortation ‘ to win terri- 
tory for the German people in the East ’.?'” 

Thus the alternative proclaimed in Mein Kampf — Weltmacht or Untergang, world 
power status or destruction — remained valid for Hitler until the end of his life. But 
Weltmachtstellung meant a great deal more than the Ostpolitik which Trevor-Roper, 
in his oversimplified interpretation of Hitler’s ‘ philosophy ’, had described as the 
be-all and end-all of National Socialism. It involved both large-scale overseas expan- 
sion and the building of a fleet capable of challenging the navies of the Anglo-Saxon 
Powers; in other words, it involved laying the foundations on which Weltherrschaft 
would be built by a later generation of German Herrenmenschen.1* 

While colonial expansion was essential to the realization of Hitler’s dream of Welzt- 
macht, it was never considered an alternative to the conquest of Lebensraum in the 
East; the term ‘ supplementary colonial area ’ clearly implied that the projected Central 
African empire was to be no more than an appendage to the German land-empire in 
Europe.?!4 But how did Hitler accomplish the transition from his early ‘ anti-colonia- 
lism ’ to the extravagant colonial schemes of the war years? A detailed answer to this 
question was provided in 1969 by a young German student, Klaus Hildebrand, in a 
doctoral dissertation on National Socialist Kolonialpolitik — an attempt to trace the 
evolution of Hitler’s thought on the colonial question, as well as the successive phases 
of his colonial policy.11> Hitler’s condemnation of pre-war colonialism and the absence 
of German overseas expansion in the Second World War (Hildebrand argued) had 
created the false impression that the question was irrelevant to an understanding of 
National Socialism. In reality, Hitler had been preoccupied with colonial problems 
throughout his political career. From 1919 to 1923 he had striven for a restoration of 
the Kaiser’s Germany, including restitution of the former German colonies; in 1924, 
while a prisoner at Landsberg, he had begun to evolve the geopolitical programme 
which he subsequently expounded in the foreign policy chapters of Mein Kampf — 
alliance with Britain and Italy, liquidation of France and conquest of Lebensraum in 
Russia.’?® Since he regarded the abandonment of naval and colonial ambitions as the 
key to an Ausgleich with Britain, the colonial question was a factor of great (if nega- 
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tive) significance in his political thought. However, Hitler had to consider the feelings 
of his conservative supporters at home as well as those of the English; he therefore 
made it clear that the renunciation of overseas territories was only a temporary expe- 
dient, explaining in Mein Kampf (p. 68off.) that the conquest of living-space in 
Europe would facilitate the-acquisition of colonies at a later date. In 1928 he appointed 
as Party spokesman on colonial affairs General Franz Xaver von Epp, a leading 
exponent of the German colonial movement. Subsequently he encouraged both-pro- 
colonial and anti-colonial attitudes among his followers, the result being what Dr 
Hildebrand aptly calls a ‘ meaningful anarchy ’ of conflicting opinions.?7 Until 1935 
he continued to strike a balance between emphatic rejection of colonial expansion and 
cautious encouragement of the colonialist elements in his Party. When he realized, 
however, that Britain was unwilling to play the part he had assigned to it, he reacted 
by embarking on a policy of ‘ colonial blackmail ’, threatening to raise the colonial 
question in real earnest unless he was given a free hand in Europe. Simultaneously he 
entrusted Herr von Ribbentrop with the Gleichschaltung of the Reich Colonial League 
in order to provide himself with an effective instrument for such a policy. When he 
found that blackmail was as unavailing as ‘ renunciation ’, he ordered an intensifica- 
tion of colonial propaganda and preparations, including the training of officers and 
administrators for the projected overseas empire.'?® In 1940 the Blitzkrieg in the West 
seemed to bring colonial grandeur within easy reach; what had been a distant dream 
(to be realized by a later generation), now became an object of short-term planning. 
African colonies, however, could never be a substitute for Lebensraum in the East; and 
when Hitler launched his invasion of Russia, his colonial aspirations inevitably receded 
into the background. With the failure of the Blitzkrieg and America’s entry into the 
war, colonial planning lost its point; and on 13 January 1943, Hitler ordered the 
cessation of all activities not essential to the war effort, naturally including colonial 
activities. A month later the history of German Kolonialpolitik came to an end with 
the disbandment of the Reich Colonial League and the Colonial Policy Office of the 
Party.*?° 

Since the pursuit of Weltherrschaft was implicit in Hitler’s totalitarian ideology — 
German domination of the globe being the only possible reply to the ‘ Jewish plan of 
world dominion ’ — colonialism was an integral part of his expansionist policy; the 
whole world was to him but a potential German colony.’?° On the other hand (Dr 
Hildebrand insisted), Hitler’s desire for an Ausgleich with Britain, however unrealistic, 
was undoubtedly genuine (given his determination to attain his objectives by stages). 
His willingness to postpone the acquisition of colonies for a century was therefore a 
clear indication of the subordinate place (Stellenwert) the colonial question occupied 
in his scheme of things; his subsequent change of policy was forced upon him — at 
any rate from his point of view — by Britain’s unexpected refusal to co-operate. But 
for the British Government’s rejection of the proffered Ausgleich, he would not have 
felt compelled to raise the colonial issue before the attainment of continental hege- 
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mony.?*! As it was, all his long-term aims were transformed into short-term aims by 
his failure to foresee the reactions of his opponents, his whole programme being based 
on erroneous assumptions about allies and enemies.1?” 

Are we to conclude, then, that an acceptance of the Ausgleich on England’s part 
would have enabled Hitler to inaugurate a century of Anglo-German friendship? On 
this point Dr Hildebrand’s penetrating analysis would appear to be open to criticism. 
National Socialism, as Rauschning had correctly pointed out, was perpetual motion; 
while Hitler had no concrete plan of world dominion, he was constitutionally incap- 
able of co-existing with either friend or foe. Italy, unlike Britain, accepted the proffered 
alliance with Germany and encouraged the German Drang nach Osten; yet Hitler’s 
‘renunciation ’ of the South Tyrol turned out to be as worthless as his ‘ renunciation ’ 
of naval and colonial expansion. It is more than probable that both renunciations were 
subjectively sincere 12°; but if so, it merely proves that Hitler had failed to grasp the 
implications of his own programme. The struggle for Weltmacht, once unleashed, 
inevitably acquired a momentum of its own, and the dictator neither would nor could 
control it. 

Thirty-three years after Heiden’s analysis of Mein Kampf we are in a position to 
answer the question he raised: world power status or world dominion? While Hitler 
believed that the ultimate mission of his movement was indeed the attainment of 
Weltherrschaft — involving the remaking of society and of the human personality as 
well as domination of the globe — his concrete objective was Welimachtstellung, as 
defined by Hillgruber. His plans of action were concerned with short-term aims only; 
they were last-minute improvisations which underwent constant modifications in the 
light of changing circumstances. His long-term vision, on the other hand, never 
changed at all. In his programme ideological and power-political motives were inextri- 
cably intertwined, with unfortunate results. The warnings uttered by Heiden and 
Rauschning before and after the outbreak of the Second World War are now seen to 
have been more than justified. If their books, for all their obvious shortcomings, have 
stood the test of time as well as they did, it is because they brought to their subject a 
first-hand knowledge which no later historian, however well-versed in documentary 
material, can hope to match. The picture of the ‘ Fiihrer’ that emerges after three 
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decades of painstaking research is still recognizably the one that Rauschning had 
drawn a generation earlier. Hitler was indeed the ‘beast from the abyss’ that 
Rauschning had made him out to be: an ‘ apocalyptic rider of world annihilation ’, 
a monster ‘ one either slays or is slain by ’.1*4 


ORANIM COLLEGE, MEIR MICHAELIS 
ISRAEL 


124 Rauschning’s chief weakness is probably his failure to recognize the element of continuity in 
Hitler’s foreign policy which Hans Rothfels has summarized as follows: ‘ However long and 
circuitous the path leading from Bismarck to Hitler may have been, the founder of the Reich appears 
to be the man responsible for a change of policy, responsible at least for legitimizing a policy, the 
ultimate and fatal consummation of which has, in our own time, become all too obvious ’ (‘ Probleme 
einer Bismarck-Biographie ’, Deutsche Beitrige II, Munchen, 1948, p. 170). On this problem cf. also 
A. Hillgruber, Deutschlands Rolle in der Vorgeschichte der beiden Weltkriege, Gottingen, 1967; 
id:, Kontinuitat und Diskontinuitat in der deutschen Aussenpolitik von Bismarck bis Hitler, Diissel- 
dorf, 1969; H.-U. Wehler, Bismarck und der Imperialismus, K6ln, 1969, 2nd ed. 1970; J. C. G. 
Rohl, From Bismarck to Hitler. The Problem of Continuity in German History, London, 1970; 
K. Hildebrand, Deutsche Aussenpolitik 1933-1945. Kalkiil oder Dogma?, especially ch. 1; I. Geiss, 
‘Die Kontinuitit der Tradition ’, Die Zeit, 12 Nov. 1970, pp. 14-15. There is truth in Hildebrand’s 
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